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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The global COVD® pandemic found its way to Idahaliwe middle ofMarch 2020, bringing with it
disruptions to daily life that most, if not all, Idahoans had nexperienced before. The purpose of this
study was to determine what, if any, changes in crime patterns emerged while Idaho citizens were
experiencing the most acute and disruptive effects of the pandemic, specifically the statewate stay
home order thatas in effecfor about six weekduring the second half of March and most of April
2020. To that end, the Idaho Statistical Analysis Cd&taCanalyzed data from the Idaho Incident
Based Reporting System on crimes reported to law enforcement betW@d8rad 2021In general,
ISAC found evidence that reported crime did decrease while thatsteyne order was in effect.
However, patterns differed based on crime type and county population density.

Key Findings

@ On an annual basis, totakported crime is trending down.

x  The total number of offenses reported to law enforcement decreased every year

between 2018 and 2021.

x  While offense counts for most crime types didt sbow the same steady decrease

as total crime, counts for most offensgptes were also lower in 2021 than 2018.

@ The total offense count during the siweek stayat-home order was
significantly lower than during the same period in other years.

x  The total number of offenseduring the stayat-home order in 2020 was 28% lower

than during the same period in 201dowever, that number rebounded to a

normal level in 2021, increasing 34% from the 2020 count. Drug/alcohol offenses
showed a similar pattern.

Counts of four other crime types (robbery, burglary, sexual violence, aimalaite
partner violence) did not experience significant changes during theagthgme
order.

significantly lower during the stayat-home order than during the same period

@ Total offense counts in mostly urban counties and mostly rural counties were

in other years.

X

Mostly urban counties experienced a 28% drop in total offenses during theastay
home order, while mostly rural counties saw a 34% drop.

Completely rural counties also saw a 28% drop in offenses during thatskeyne
order, but this trend wasiot statistically significant.

Combinatiors of specific crime types and county rurality classifiaaticould not be
tested for significance due tihe low numbers of offenses in some categories
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BACKGROUND

COVIEL9

On January 20 2020, the Centarfor Disease Contraind PreventiofCDC) announced the first
laboratoryconfirmed case of COVID in the US. Barely over a month later on Marcf'12020,COVID
19 was declared a pandemic by the World Health OrganiZ&b€, 2022Around the world
governments began to respond with varigublic healthordersand lockdownssuch as stagit-home
ordersand encouragement of social distancitgglimit the spread of COWI®. Inthe U.S.jurisdictions
responded in their own wawith different ordersThese orders varied across statesunties, and
localitiesin both timeline and condition3he first state to issue a statewide stayhome order was
California on March 19 2020 This order required residents to stay home with the exception ofjgoin
an essential job or shopping for essential nd&@gella, 2021)in the weeks that followed, many other
states enacted similatatewideordersin an attempt to slow the spread of COMMDASs implied in the
name, these orders usuailyolved regtction of movement, requiring individuals to quarantine in their
homes. These ordessousually included some exceptions, allowing for individuals to leave the home for
some outdoor activities and essential business such as working at an essermgiakjedy, shopping or
medical care.

QOVID19andCrime

Since the beginning of the COMI®pandemic, there have been multiple inquiries into haw th
pandemic and government responses tis fandemic may impact crim8tayat-home orders altered
daily activities of most of the country as people began to work from herhepls were limited to online
instruction, andbutingswere restrictedo essentiahctivitiesin most statesThe stayat-home orders
were beneficiain limiting contacfor spread of the virysutit is assumed that this drastic and sudden
change in daily lives hather impacts, includingn impact on crim In the months and years that
followed, gveral studiebegan toapproach this subject and pridea baseof informationand
observations of theffectsin different areas

Routineactivitiestheory is me key criminological thegithat has been utilized to gplainwhy crime may

increase or decrease in response to the C&¥IpandemicThis theoy was proposed by Lawrence

Cohen and Marcus Felson in 1979 as an approach for analyzing crime rate trends afddayete&

Felson, 1979)The theonsuggestshat most crimes occur due to three things converging in time and

space Thesedncluck likely offenders, suitable targets, and the lack of capable guardians against crime

(Cohen & Felson, 1979)hesethree thingsare given opportunity to convergeroud K a NR dzG Ay S | O 7
of everyday lif§Cohen & Felson, 1979)hen routine activities are impactaxhportunities for crime are

also impacted.

The drastic and sudden shiftiidividualroutine activities that occurred witihe COVIEL9 pandemic
andstay-at-home ordershad the potential tachangethe opportunity for crime, and thus change crime
and victimizatiomumbersor rates.The expecteddirection of the change depends on the type of crime
and the types of measures put in plaé®r example, aring stayat-home ordersmany researchers
expected anncrease in crimes in the home as vict{tasgets) and offenders may be confined tsiregle
space withoutapableguardiando intervene Other crimeghat usually occur outside thehme, such as
assault or robberywere expected to decrease due to the fdw@t these crimesequire suitable targets
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to converge with likely offendersimore publicspacesWith movement limited, the chances of all of the
elements of routine activity tlaey to converge at the same time in pulliere much lower

A second theory, general straiveory, was also expected to explain changes in crime during €QVID
particularly family violenc&eneraktrain theory posits that strain occunsth the anttipated or actual
failure to reach positively valued stimuli, the anticipated or actual removal of negatively valued stimuli, or
the anticipated or actual introductions of negatively valsiauli(Agnew, 1992)The introduction of
negative stimuli or removal or positive stimuli negdto negative emotions/hich in turn, maylead to
adapting by delinquent meaiidgnew, 1992)t is suspected thaEOVIEL9 may have increased the
presence of negative stimuti the form of job loss, unemployment, crowded housing, or other stress
related to the pandemic as a whol@OVIEL9 may have alse@movedpositive stimuli in the form of
personal connections that suffered, routines that were drastically claage othempersonal positive
experiences that had to be cut off in light of the pandeifiie@se adjustments may have led individuals to
adapt by committing crimes they would not normally commit. Due to the majority of close contacts
during this time being betweenrfaly members, the delinquent behavior may have been aimed at each
other, thus increasing family violence.

Using these criminological theories, researchers moved forward examining crime data as the pandemic
progressed. Early studies tended to select adeecific areas, usually large cities, to focus their analysis.
This was likely due tmetter availability of data and to provide timely analysis and results. Reskatch

has been conducted up this point generalljocuses both on the impact of the padic itself, but also

on theimpact ofsocial distancing or staat-home orderghat were put in place to combéte pandemic.
While different studies focus on different cities, many of the same crime types were examined across
citiesor neighborhoods

Impact onSecificCrime Ypes

To further understand the impact of the pandemiéewa commonviolent crimetypeswere examinedh
multiple studiesincludngburglary, homicide, assault, and robbdfindingdrom U.S. studiemdicate

that differences in brglaryrates during stay home ordessemed to depend on the type of burglary that
wasmeasuredif types were distinguished by the stydBurglary, in general, in Los Angeles and
Indianapolis remained unchanged during the pandemic afdrimpe, burglary was observed having a
shortterm (1 week) declin@ohler et al., 2020; White et al., 202Breaking burglary down further,
residential burglary was found to decrease in four Michigan cities, decrease and then rise in 30 large U.S.
cities, and decrease in New York Qigrter & Turner, 2021; Koppel et al., 2022; Lopez & Rosenfeld,
2021) Commercial burglary was observed to have a significant decrease in four Michig$@ aiters&
Turner, 2021)Other studies reported on nonrdsitial burglaries finding that in New Y@y there was
an increase associated with st@yhome orders, but in a larger review of 30 U.S. ditireuding New
York City)there was no significant change in the level or slope of nonresidential bi{kgapel et al.,
2022; Lopez & Rosenfeld, 2021)

Homicide or murderates werealso examined by few studies, witloverall findings of no change during
COVIEL9 stayat-home-orders In a review of 25 large U.S. cities, homicidessadecline duringtay
at-home ordergAbrams, 2021 Bimilarly,n an overview of 3largeU.S. citieshomicide trends were
found to reflect seasonal fluctuations and not experience a significant difference during the(looges

6| Page



& Rosenfeld, 2021)n a study specific to New York City, no changes were found in murder or shooting
incidents(Koppel et al., 2022)

Assault, specifically aggravated or felony assault, was found to remain largely unchanged with one
exception. During stagt-home ordersaggravated assault remained unchanged in Los An@Eago

and TempdgMohler et al., 2020; White et al., 2022 well as in the 30 large U.S. cities examined by
Lopez and Rosenfeld (2020 the other hand, ifew York City, felony assault decezhduring stasat-
home ordersbut then increased during protests related to the murder of George tHoypel et al.,

2022) These protests introduce another potential influence on crime, particularly in large cities where
protests were more prevalenGenerally, researchers recognized this second potential influence and
either controlled for it or analyzed the second time period (time during protests) for different effects.

Robbery in general was found to decrease duringatthpme ordersRobbery \&s statistically lower in

Los Angeles aridew York City arghw a significant decrease in 30 large U.S. cities immediately but then
recovered quickl{Koppel et al., 2022; Lopez & Rosenfeld, 2021; Mohler et al.,. F&iery did not see

a significantftange in Indianapol TempeMohler et al., 2020; White et al., 202R)terestingly, in
examiring Chicago neighborhoods, it was found that higher rates of assaflid 9nwere associated with
asignificant reduction of assault during setshome ordergCampedelli et al., 2020)

Property crimes in general saw a decrease during GO With a few exceptions. Bmexamination of
25 large U.S. citigproperty crimerates wereobserved to dop by 19.3%Abrams, 2021)he only
property crime found to increase in a review of 30 large U.S. cities was motor vehiclehtodfonly
trended upwardBut while the slope increase was significant, the level did not change significapty
& Raenfeld, 2021)Vehicle theftaverealso found to be significantly higher in Los Ang@liedler et al.,
2020) In Tempe, property crime experienced a significant but gkam decline, lasting about two
weeks(White et al., 2022)

Dataon crimes nvolving drugs was much less readifgilable butvas still observed for some cities.
Reviewing 12 large cities, drug crimes were found to decrease 65% during taehsiaye orders

(Abrams, 2021)n a larger review of 20 cities, drug offense rates also fell significantly to levels even lower
than any point since 2048opez & Rosenfeld, 202There were also some socioeconomic factors that
interact with the impact COWAI® orders hadpecificdly on drug crime changes thafll bediscussed

laterin the socioeconomic predictors section.

A coupleof studies chose to focus ordéferent form of data to assess the impactcrime In Tempe,
there was an immediate and significant decline in f@llgolice services starting in March 2020 and
extending through the end of the ye@White et al., 2022)A separate study found that in Dallas, calls for
servicein public places during stay-home orders significantly decreased duringgterat-home order
and calls for service for property crimes also significantly decré@eetukhina, 2021 hese measures
are interesting and indicate a slightly different impact thatpandemic had through a better
understanding of requests for service ratlfgain the crime that was committed or arrests that were
made.
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Family Violence

Measurement of family violence during COY®Dnasparticularly difficult, not only due to the potential

lack of reporting but also because of the complexities of using admiivistdata as measurement of

family violencelLooking specifically at intimate partner violence (&?\dpmestic violence (D¥hd

COVIEL9 impacts an earlyreview(through October 202@xamined findings from 19 studigem

various areas and fourtdat 11 of the 19 reported an upsurge in IPV, four reported no change, and three
reported a decrease during the panderfdcNeil et al., 2022 hese results seem to suggest that IPV

may have increased yet there are stilhtiating findings of the magnitude of the impact.

A second review of literature conducted a few months Jaeding inJanuaryf 2021, dsoexamined
literature mentionindPV/DV and COVII and identified.8 articles matching these key wogsquero
et al., 2021) Twentynine study estimategeported an increase in IPV/DV during C@w@banging from
0.6% to 75%Piquero et al., 2021Fight study estimates reported a decrease in DV/IPV ranging fro
-0.28%0 -77%(Piquero et al.2021) In the U.S. studies only, there was an overall finding ®1%
increase in IPV/DV during COYfwith an effect size @87 (Piquero et al., 2021These findings all lay
on a large range leaving the question of how much this pandemicawmayirhpacted IPV largely
unanswered.

In a slightly different approach, a survey of victim service proviolemd that women reported an
increase in the frequency of family violeriBeotning et al., 2022The survey also found that sexual
minorities,particularly bisexual individuatnd those with household income decreasggerience

higher rates of family violence during COWIDrotning et al., 2022These results suggest that there is
a large gap in knowledge due to the potential that répgrof crime was down in general, and reporting
of family violence in particular was also down wiitéims may have actually experienced an increase
that was not captured.

Socioeconomieredictors

There are alsmultiple socioeconomic variables that may alsinberacting withCOVIBM 0 Q& A Y LI O
crime trendsSoci@conomic variaksdiffer in the types of crimthey may havémpacted during COWD

19. Lookingspecifically at Chicago neighborhoodsyenpopulatel areaswere more prone to experience
significant reductions in burglary, robbery assault, and narcotic cf®aaspedelli et al., 2020hcome

diversity was positively associated with a reduction in drug crimes but negatively with a decline in
burglares(Campedelli et al., 2020Poverty was negatively associated with reductions in burglaries and

the number of elderly inhabitants in a neighborhood was negatively associated with the odds of reduction
in burglary(Campedelli et al., 2020)he prevance of COVHDI cases was only related to drug crimes

with an increase in cases negatively associated with a decline irethtegl crimegCampedelli et al.,

2020)

Turning to unemploymentrime data and Bureau of Labor Statistics data frotarg@ US cities

indicated a slight association between unemployment and firearm violence and homicide but confidence
intervals only slightly crossed the n(@thleimer et al., 2022)he previously discussed review of IPV and
COVIEL9 studies examined vulnerability factors for IPV that were indicated by various studies and found
that 7 studies indicated a relationship between job loss, unemployment, @olbaeconomic statusnd

an ncrease in IP{McNeil et al., 2022Dther factors indicated to increase vulnerability for IPV during
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COVIEL9 included preexisting mental health difficulties, a personal C@\ddiagnosis, and
overcrowdingor lack of personal spag¢kob et al., 2020Sabri et al., 2020; Sediri et al., 2020)

QOVID19 in Idaho

Idaho was one of the last statesthe U.Swith a confirmed casef COVIELY, with the firstidaho case

being confirmedn March 18, 2020.GovernoBradLittle then issued an emergencyatiration

activating the State of Idaho Emergency OperationslP iR NBf S aAy 3 FdzyRa Ay (KS
Disaster Fundn the same daylwelve days later, on March'25020,the Director of Idaho Department

of Health and WelfarEDHW)issueda statewide order to selsolate,(i.e.,astayat-home orde)}d L Rl K2 Q&
order applied to all Idahoans with the exception of essewtiakersand individuals experiencing

homelessnese ¢ KS 2 NRSNJ RSYI yRSR |t f 0 dzakehGmdssedtial YR I2 O¢
2LISNF GA2ya |G LIKeaA Ol fessén@alyhtiefingsyofiagy nunyb& of iddhBdials 6 A (1 S R
andallnolSaaSydAlt GNI @St @ latedtKlastkEough MRISIBAOZDNR s V| £ £ & & |
extended through April 39 2020, lasting for a total of 36 days.

After the stayat-home order, Idaho went back and forth through sevenethound phases The first

rebound phase allowed businesses and governmental agencies to resume operations while adhering to
social distanaig and sanitation requirements. Certain businesses such as bars, restaurasites (on

dining), gyms, close contact service (beauty salons, massage, gaclprmnd large venues (movie

theatres, concert/sports venues, etc.) were not able to reopen dthiagphase. It was also suggested

that vulnerable individuals stay home, gatherings be avoidedh@mdssential travel be avoided or
minimized. Rebound phagddasted from May %through May 18, 2020 Phase 2 allowed for gatherings

of up to 9 peopland allowedrestaurants gyms, and close contact services to open with sdisiancing
restrictions. Phase 3 allowed for gatherings of 50 people and allowed bars to open along with lifting
recommendations against nassential travel. This phase lasteshirMay 3@ until June 13. The final

phase, phase 4, allowed gatherings of any size with social distancing requirements and allowed nightclubs
and large venues to open. This phase lasted until OctoBei2R20, when Idaho reverted tato a

modified vasion of phase 3At this point, Idaho moved back and forth between modified versions of
phases 2, 3, and 4 until the spring of 20B2eemergency declaration was allowed to officially expire on
April 18", 2022 ending all formal guidelines arektrictions It should also be noted that while these

were the official state orders, adherence and further orders naag differecbased on area or

municipality. For exampléhe City of Boiseeleased their own Public Health Emergency Ordierisig

the pandemic thatvere more restrictive than the state orders amdtlined further measures such as

when face masks were requifed

Impact onL R | Bustie8ystem

TheCOVIBL9 pandemicclearly impacted every aspect of daily life, and certainly did rdotrtazact to

the justice system across the copnénd in IdahspecificallyAll parts of the justice system adjusted
practices and operations to limitperson contact and protect those who work in these professions
along with the individuals coming intontact with any parts of this systebraw enforcement took extra
precautions in their interactions with the public. Courts adjusted their operations and proceedings to
online formats, holding video hearings and putting jury trials on Rolksbns and ji& faced pressurith
social distancingeingpatrticularly difficulas efforts were made to decrease population and visiting was

1 City of Boise Public Health Emergency Ordeis22@0613, 2614
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put on hold. Victinservice agencgimited as much iperson contact as possible and moved many
services online.

Methodolbgy of Previous Studies

Priorstudieshave used multiple definitions and methods to measure ¢rinoduding those measuring
crimeduring the COVHD9 stayat-home ordersSome studies used multiple levels of data to measure
crime such aexamining both the incidents that occurred as well as the calls for service that were made.
To understand the possible methods that could be used, it is helpful to examine what these prior studies
have done.

Many studies measured crimésk & SR 2 ya .doafa ysOallyRe&me idirectly from the law

enforcement agencies working in the area of interest, but some did rely on other public $éinreess,
2021; Carter & Turner, 2021; Massenkoff & Chalfin, 2022; Piquero et al., 2020; Schleimer et.ah, 2022)
few of these studies were less clear on whether they were counting at an incident level or the offense
level Some studies did specify that they examined offdegel data, meaning one incident is broken
down into various offenses for analyaigl couldbe represented multiple times in the data set
(Campedelli et al., 2020; Lopez & Rosenfeld, 2021; White et al., 2022y studies used arrest level

data from law enforcement record@8brams, 2021; Lopez & Rosenfeld, 2021; Moise & Piquero, 2021,
Whiteet al., 2022)The smallest group used complaints or calls for service data that was gathered from
law enforcement agenciahirectly (Koppel et al., 2022; Mohler et al., 2020; White et al., 2022)
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DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS METHOD

Data Collection

The Idaho Statistical Analysis Center (I8&Se to uselatagatheredfrom the Idaho IncidenBased
ReportingSystem(lIBRBfor the years 2082021 This data is the most complete and consistent criminal
incidentdataavailablefor the state of Idaho. Law enforcement agencies in Idaho have been reporting
under the National InciderBased Reporting System (NIBRS) since 29%kse data are reporteshd
published yearly in th€rime in Idahoeport seriesand are available for quick, custom visualizations on a
dashboard maintained by ISAQiIs study uses IIBRS dataluding the numbeof offensesand offense
types, from the years 208-2021.

Analyss

This study utilizes interrupted time series analysis in order to understand the impact G\H21G
stay-at-home order in Idaho oaverall crime as well @mecrime typesCOVID19 stayat-home orders
provided @ immediate and drastic interruption to daily livéghilethe COVID19 pandemic itself
impacted lives, the most concrete and abrupt changes occurred duringtdtayne orders. Stagt-
home orders provida clear intervention with exact dates, lendingnigelves to be an ideal subject for
an interrupted timeseries analysis.

Data was malyzedat the offense level to measure the number of offenses overall as wh# asimber

of each type otriminaloffense. Based on the prior research outlined aboveyah as topics of interest

in ldaho, a few categories were chosen to examine fuithiris studyWhile changes mdyave

occurredin the total frequency o€rime, further breaking down and investigating individual crime types
allows for deeper understaimty of how circumstances may impact distinct crime types differdrty.
offensecategoriexhosen for deeper investigatiam this reportinclude drug/alcohabffenses robbery,
burglary, sexual violencand domestitntimate partnerviolence For the urposes of this study,
drug/alcoholoffensesinclude NIBRS offenses coded as Drug/Narcotic Violations (35A), Drug Equipment
Violations (35B), Driving Under the Influence (90D), Drunke(8@#sand Liquor Law Violation30G.
BothRobbery (120) and Buagy/Breakingk Entering (220) only include one offense cd&kxual

violence includethe codes foRape (11A), Sodomy (11B), Serasault with arObject (11C), Fondling
(11D), Incest (36A), and Statutégpe (36B)Domesticviolence is not defined by a code but rather by

the relationship coded for the offense. Domestic violence is identified in this study @sLJISNR 2y ONXR Y S
offense with the followig victim-offenderrelationship codes: spouse (SE), com#amnspouse (CS),-ex
spouse (XS), homosexual relationship (HR), arelaionship (XR]Pue to recent revisions in

relationship codes, some codes that are no longer in use were still includégistutly in order to

capture all instances of intimate partner violence when those codes were still valid

L R K 2-&t&homé drdellasted for a little less than six we@karch 2%', 2020 throughApril 3¢",
2020)Thus, assixweekintervention period was coded in the data as running from Maréh 2a20,
throughMay 4", 2020 While the final week includésur daysthat fall outsidethe official stayat-home

2 Although Idaho has been a NIBR$ state since the 1990s, two local agencies did not report data to [IBRS in

HAnHNn® ¢KSAS | 3SyOAasSa NBLNBASY( | repdn202]repedentingRibolit2 Qa LJ2 LJ
pz 2F LRIK2Qa LUz F A2y ® | { {Betadss réfdtiry agemtiBd daviiddatieadR I G 1 A
95% of the population every year during the study and there was geographic diversity amoaganting

agencies (e.g., nereporting agencies were not contained to one part of the state), imputation of missing data was

not attempted.
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order, it is not expected that this significantly imgaithe analysisAlthough he order had an exact end
date, it is expected thahost people did not resume a completely normal routine immediately after the
end of the orderA total ofl16 weeks before and@Bweeks after the stagt-home order vere available

for analysisrounding out the fulfour-year period from 2018 to 2021.

CountyRurality LeveTlassificatioethod

Countylevel data was also grouped and examined basetther 2010 Census County Rurality LeVbls
was the most ufio-date version available at thigne of the analysiand it is not expected that many
counties in Idaho would have shifted classificatioa to the large breadth of these classification groups
TheCensusBureadidentifies three groupslounties with less than 86of the population livig in rural
areasare classified as mostly urban, those wit®@0 99.9%60f the population living in rural arease
classified as mostly rural, and those with %@® the population living in rural arease classified as
completely ruraf

While the say-at-home ordemwasin place at the state levehere is reason to believe that the staty

homeorder may have had a different impact depending on the population of a county ddditimnal

actions taken by local governments arotinel state.For exarple, more populous jurisdictions like the

Gty of Boisglocated in Ada County)y R . ft F AyS / 2dzyiex 620K 2F 6KAOK ¥FI
classificatiorbut are in different geographic regigrenacted their own public health orders throughout

the duration of the pandemic that westricterthan the state orders, while jurisdictions that fall within

GKS ay2aiGte NH2NIfE& FyR aO2YLX SGSt@& NUzNIfé¢ OFGS32N.

3 See Appendi’ for the full list of countyfevelrural population percentages and groustigat were utilized for
analysis.
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RESULTS

Multiple analysesvere conducted to understand the imgiaof the stayat-home order orreportedcrime

in Idaho.To begin, descriptive analysis was conducted to evafumtehanges ithe number of offenses
before, during, andafter the statewideCOVIBEL9 stayat-home order This included comparing annual
offense countgor the years 2018 2021,as well as yeavveryear analyses of offense counts during the
sixweek period in March and April of each year that correspond to the statewidatdtayne order in
2020.

Additiondly, statistical tests, including the construction of autoregressive integrated moving average
(ARIMA) models, were utilized to determine whether the fregiesiod offenses observed during the
stayat-home order vere statistically different from frequenes that would be expected hade order

not been put in placé.e., did levels of reported crime change during the-atdyome order in such a
way that would not be likely to happen had the order never existdRMA models were constructed for
statewice data on five offense types, as well as the total offens@tsfor each of the three county
rurality groupings.

Results of this analysis greesented in three section§irst, total statewide data faalendaryears 2018
through2021is provided for cotext. Next, yeaoveryear analyses and weekly offense counts by crime

type at the state level are presented, with statistically significant changes during taé-lstesye order

as determined by the ARIMA models indicated where applitdbiis. sectiortloses with some similar

analyses of data disaggregated by county rurality classification, and statistically significant changes during
the stayat-home order again notated where applicable.

StatewideAnnual Offense Counts

In examining annual trends, thember ofoffenses overallas well as robberiesdburglariesdeclined
from 2018to 2021 éee Figurel). Drugalcoholoffenses also declined overall but experienced a slight
increase from 2026 2021.Sexual violence, on the other hand, increased sid from 208 to 2021,
andintimate partner violence (IPdgcreased from 201 2019 and then remained fairly stable

Figurel. Total offense counts for select crime types, 2018021.

All Offenses Drug/Alcohol Offenses
118,000 .\ 31,000 ._5-‘\._’—.
117,324 I —e 30,160
108,901 100,915 og 627 29299 s5362 27,824
0 0
2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021

4 Further discussion and full results of the ARIMA models can be found in Afpendix
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Figurel (continued)

Robbery Burglary
210 4,900
2BN —— 4,861
161 167 155 3,863 3,724
2,816
0 0
2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021
Sexual Violence Intimate Partner Violence
2,300 6,000
2085 2001 2254 2284 5941 5766 5812 5812
0 0
2018 2019 2020 2021 2018 2019 2020 2021

StatewideYearOverYear Analyses

Although tle precedingverview showsustainedleclines in most crime typetere are underlying

trends that becomeapparentwhenlimiting analysis to theixweek period of the stagt-home order in

2020 and comparing that windaw the same period of time 2018, 2019, and 2021 ayearoveryear
analysisYearoveryear analysis allows for minimization of potential seasonal effects or cycles. K is well
known that certain crimes are impacted by seasonal g\anelsif thesixweek stayat-home order was
compared to the periods immediately before and after order was in plagét is likely there would be
skewed results. In this analysise samesixweekperiods are compared over four yeé¥geeks 13; 18

of 2018through2021; see Figure 2)

This analysis yields vastly different trends than the/éall analysishown in Figure.ITotal offenses
decrease®%during Weeks 18 18 0f2019 comparedto the same period i2018, then experienced a
sharp decreas€8%)during the say-at-home order. Yet in 2021 there was an increase from 282%)
bringing the number back up for a net decrease between 2019 and 2021 of only #hdhedewas a
13%drop in the number of sexual violence offenses duttiegstayat-home orderthat is not observed
when looking a2020 as a whol@urglary saw a slight increadaring the stayat-home orderas
compared tahe same Bveek period 2019 (66%) but that wa after a large decreag®2019 (34%).

ARIMA models indicate that the drops in total offenses and drug/alcohol offenses during the six weeks of
the stayat-home order in 2020 were statistically significant and given the trend during the rest of the
studyperiod, would likely not have occurred had the sigitiome order not been issued. The changes in

the other four crime types during the stairthome order were not statistically significant.
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Figure2. Yearover-year offense counts and percentage change Weeks 13; 18, 2018¢

2021°
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Obsenation ofthese same numbers visuallgekby-weekreinforces therendsobserved aboveThe

chartsin Figures 38 begin with January 2018 (Week1) and continue through December 2021 (Week

208). The six weeks K Sy LsRajrakidrfefordemwas actives indicated in regthe begimingis
markedwith the solid line anthe endis marked wittthe dotted line.

Atthe stde level there is a cleaandimmediate decrease in the numbertofal offenses and
drug/alcohol offensethat occurredduring the stayat-home order (Figure3and4). Note that the same

5 Threeasterisls (** *) in the chart header indicates there was a statisticagjpificant change in offense counts
during the stayat-home order in 2020according to ARIMA models.
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findings of statistical significance noted above also apply ABIBIA models showed the drop in both
offense types during the order to be statistically significant.

Figure3. Weekly offense counts for all offenses, 204.2021.
2400

2200
2000

—
[o]
o
o

1600
1400

1200
1000
800

Number of Weekly Offenses

600
400

200
0

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160 170 180 190 200 210
Week Indicator

NOTE: Drop in offense counts during the-stilyome order is statisticallignificant, according to ARIMA models.

Figure4. Weekly offense counts for drug/alcohol offenses, 204.2021.
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NOTE: Drop in offense counts during the -stialyome order is statistically significant, according to ARIMA models.
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Robbery, brglary, sexuatiolence and IP\did not exhibit such clear chargpguring to the stayat-home
order (Figures § 8). In fact, these offense types contitl@ong ther existing trendvithout any
apparentdisruption Furthermore, ARIMA models did not detect statistically significant changes during
the stayat-home order for these four crime typéeghis further reinforces the observations from #ie
week yeatoveryear analysis above.

Figure5. Weekly offense countfor robbery, 2018; 2021.
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Figure6. Weekly offense counts for burglary, 2018021.

120
110
100

90 V

80

70

60
50

Number of Weekly Offenses

40
30
20

10
0

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160 170 180 190 200 210
Week Indicator

17| Page



Figure7. Weekly offense counts for sexual violence, 2G13021.
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Figure8. Weekly offense counts for intimate partner violence, 204.2021.
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YearOverYear Analyses by County Rurality Level

Applyingthe sameyearoveryear analysis to groups of counti@eken down by the CensusdzNE I dzQ &
urban and rural classificationsveals slightly different trends dependingamuntyrurality level In

observing all offenses, completely rural coungiegerienced aimilar decreasto the mostlyurban
counties(28% eachiluring the stayat-home period but then experienced a gregpercentage increase

in 2021(60% increaséor completely rural countiespmpared to a 29% increase in mostly urban and a
43.5% increase in mostly rural coun)iddl counties experienced a large percentage increase in the
number of drug/alcohol offensewith mostly urbarcountieshavingan89% increase, mostly rural

counties seeing 136% increase and completely rw@lintieshaving @ 8% increaseSeeFigures ¢ 11

for the complete breakdown of crime typesdyunty rurality levels

ARIMA models weronly constructed for total offenses by county rurality level due to theffense

counts forsome crime types even in the mostly urban counties, such as robbery and sexual violence.
Statistically significant differences were observed for the mosthnuahd mostly rural groups, but not

for the completely rural grougespite a similar percentage drop during the steljome order as the

mostly urban group. The relatively low number of total offenses observed in the completely rural group
could be respaosible for this finding.

Figure9. Yearover-year offense counts and percentage change for Weekg 18 in mostly
urban counties, 201§ 20216
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8 Three asterisks (***) in the chart header indicates there was a statistically significant change in offense counts
during the stayat-home order in 20@, according to ARIMA models.
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Figure9 (continued)
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FigurelO. Yearover-year offense counts and percentage change for Weekg 18 in mostly
rural counties, 201§ 20217
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" Three asterisks (***) in the chart header indicates there was a statistically significant change in offense counts
during the stayat-home order in 2020, according to ARIMA models.
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Figurel0 (continued)
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Figurell. Yearover-year offense counts and percentage change for Weekg 18 in
completely rural counties, 2018 2021.
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Figurell (continued)
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In an effort to better understand how county population may hawdributedto the stayat-home

order@ impact on crimehiguresl2 ¢ 14 present the number abtal offensesy week disaggregatedy

the threecounty rurality level It appears that thetay-at-homehome orderhad a largedisruptve

effectin mostly urban countiecompared to the two other groupé.similar drop to whatvasseen in the
overall state data can be obseniedigure12, but the effect is less pronounced in mostly rural ciesnt
(Figure 13) and there seems to be almost no change in completely rural counties (Figreed!#hat

the ARIMA models found statistically significant drops in crime for the mostly urban and mostly rural
groups during the stagt-home order, but notor the completely rural group.

Figurel2. Weekly offense counts for all offenses in mostly urban counties, 202821.

NOTE: Drop in offense counts during the stialjome order is statistically significant, according to ARIMA models.
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